A highly pervasive phenomenon in natural languages is ellipsis. It is commonly believed that the presence of ellipsis is one of the main reasons why natural language is as ambiguous as it is. If lexical material is left unpronounced, a hearer must rely on other parts of the sentence, on contextual information and on intonation to recover the unpronounced material. Because there may be different options within the sentence for recovery of unpronounced material, elliptical sentences can be ambiguous. Also, the context in which the sentence appears can differ, which may lead to different readings. Finally, the sentence may be compatible with different patterns of intonation. Because intonation can have truth-conditional effects, this may also increase the number of readings of a sentence.
Effect relations and Contiguity relations tends to accord with semantic approaches to ellipsis (such as, e.g., Dalrymple et al., 1991) . In these constructions, syntactic mismatches are allowed between the elided phrase and its antecedent. For example, in (8) (cited in Dalrymple, 1991 ) the antecedent clause is passivized, whereas the elided phrase sits in an active clause.
(8)
In March, four fireworks manufacturers asked that the decision be reversed, and on
Monday the ICC did.
[did = reverse the decision]
Similarly, the antecedent may be a noun whereas the elided phrase is a verb phrase, but only if the coherence relation is a Cause-Effect relation or a Contiguity relation. Syntactic reconstruction approaches yield the wrong predictions for these constructions.
In contrast, ellipsis in Resemblance relations tends to accord with syntactic approaches to ellipsis (such as, e.g., Lappin, 1996) . Unlike the acceptable cases of voice alternation with CauseEffect relations, similar examples in Resemblance relations are unacceptable:
(9) #This problem was looked into by John, and Bob did too. [did = look into the problem] Also, Condition A and C effects and subjacency effects are correctly predicted for ellipsis in
Resemblance relations. This supports a syntactic reconstruction approach to ellipsis.
Kehler explains this difference by positing that ellipsis in Resemblance relations and in
Cause-Effect relations is resolved in a totally different way. Ellipsis in Resemblance relations is resolved through syntactic reconstruction. For this reason, Resemblance relations require parallelism between the two conjuncts. In contrast, Cause-Effect relations and Contiguity relations do not require parallelism between the two conjuncts because ellipsis in these relations is not resolved through syntactic reconstruction but rather through a process of anaphora resolution. This distinction allows Kehler to explain the different conditions on ellipsis in these constructions.
Determining the correct coherence relation
Although Kehler's distinction provides a nice explanation for the observed problems with syntactic and semantic approaches to ellipsis, there are at least four problems with his explanation. First of all, as Kehler himself already acknowledges, " [...] If all constituents but the finite verbs are pronounced with contrastive accent, the asymmetric reading seems to disappear, or at least becomes highly marginal. Moreover, if this sentence is embedded in a context which favors an asymmetric reading, such as in (4), the result is infelicitous. However, no ellipsis has taken place in (11), so recoverability cannot be at stake here. But if the disappearance of the Cause-Effect relation cannot be explained as a failure to recover missing material in this example, it might not be the correct explanation for the missing reading of the gapped sentence in (2) either.
A third problem concerns the status of indicators of coherence relations, in particular too.
It is unclear why a presupposition trigger such as too should indicate a Resemblance relation.
Whereas combinations such as and similary or and therefore might be analyzed as complex conjunctions marked in the lexicon as expressing a certain coherence relation, no such solution is 1998) . The remainder of this paper will be compatible with an OT perspective on interpretation.
Contrastive topics
Let us recapitulate the discussion so far. As we saw, the conjunction and is compatible with different types of coherence relations. If the finite verb of the second conjunct is removed through gapping, however, only the Resemblance relation remains. In the previous section, I argued that
Kehler's explanation for the disappearance of the Cause-Effect reading cannot be correct. The question that remains to be answered is why this reading disappears in the context of gapping. In this section, it will be argued that the Cause-Effect reading disappears as a result of the Resemblance relation being more prominent. The Resemblance relation becomes more prominent because the coordinate construction can be interpreted as containing a contrastive topic.
Let us look again at the contexts favoring a symmetric or asymmetric reading in (3) and (4). These contexts differ in what they are about. The context in (3) appears to be about the pair of individuals Sue and Nan. The context in (4), on the other hand, appears to be about Sue. In other words, the two contexts differ with respect to their topic. As a result, the two subjects in the second sentence in (3) are interpreted as contrastive topics, whereas the two subjects in the second sentence in (4) are not.
According to Krifka (1999) there are alternatives T', T''... to T and alternatives C', C''... to C such that
The contrastive topic, T F (focus within the topic), is usually marked by secondary, rising accent.
The focus of the comment, C F , which is the focus that identifies the alternatives in answers that correspond to the variation introduced by the question, is often characterized by a falling accent.
In the context of the question What did Peter and Pia eat?, the answer Péter ate pàsta is a partial
answer. An alternative answer would be Pía ate pàsta. So Péter and Pía are contrastive topics. In both answers, pàsta is the comment focus providing the answer to the question.
In (3), the two conjuncts of the second sentence can also be interpreted as partial answers to the same implicit question, namely to the question What happened to Sue and Nan when
Reagan was declared the winner? Therefore, Sue and Nan are contrastive topics. Such an implicit question for which both conjuncts are partial answers cannot be formulated for the second sentence in (4). 3 In Cause-Effect relations and Contiguity relations, the second conjunct builds on the first conjunct. As a consequence, the topic may shift between the conjuncts. In
Resemblance relations, on the other hand, each conjunct is independently related to the previous discourse.
Under the assumption that Resemblance relations and Cause-Effect relations differ with respect to the way the topic is constructed, we would expect other differences to arise. For example, the interpretation of pronouns following Resemblance relations and Cause-Effect 3 The notion of topic and how it is constructed also forms the basis for a major distinction between discourse relations in SDRT, namely between coordinators and subordinators (Gómez Txurruka, 2003) . However, the distinction in SDRT does not fully correspond to the distinction between Resemblance relations, on the one hand, and Cause-Effect relations and Contiguity relations, on the other hand.
relations are expected to differ. Pronouns prefer to refer to the topic. If the topic is contrastive and hence is provided by the subjects from both conjuncts of a coordinate construction, we would expect a pronoun following this coordinate construction to preferably refer to the group of entities denoted by the conjunction of the two subjects. On the other hand, if the topic is provided by the subject of a single conjunct, we would expect a pronoun to preferably refer to this subject. These expectations are borne out by the following examples:
(13) The men and the women had worked long and hard for Carter. When Reagan was declared the winner, the men became upset and the women Ø downright angry. They wanted to leave immediately.
The men's histrionics in public have always gotten on the women's nerves, but it's getting worse. Yesterday, when they couldn't have their daily Egg McMuffin because they were all out, the men became upset and the women became downright angry. They wanted to leave immediately.
Indeed, the preferred interpretation of they in (13) is that it refers to the group of men and women.
On the other hand, the preferred interpretion of they in (14) seems to be that it refers to just the women. These observations suggest that the differences between Resemblance relations and Cause-Effect relations result from the different way in which the topic is established in these constructions. In Resemblance relations, both conjuncts contribute to the topic in an equal manner. In Cause-Effect relations, each conjunct contributes to the topic independently of the other conjunct. Hence, a topic shift is possible here.
The assumption that the conjuncts in a Resemblance relation require a contrastive topic is supported by a number of other facts as well. First, contrastive topics are usually marked by pitch accent. We already saw in (11) that the asymmetric Cause-Effect reading becomes highly marginal if the subjects are pronounced with pitch accent, even in the presence of a context favoring an asymmetric interpretation. Because gapping requires the remnants to bear contrastive stress, this explains why gapping has the same effect on the interpretation of the coherence relation as stressing the subjects. That is, it explains why the gapped sentence (2) only has a symmetric reading. Sentence (1), in contrast, is compatible with the construction of the topic both as a contrastive topic and as a non-contrastive topic. Hence, this sentence is ambiguous in the absence of further, disambiguating, context.
Secondly, the symmetric reading disappears if the subject of the second conjunct in the passage in (3) is replaced by the pronoun she. In that case, this pronoun must be interpreted as refering back to the subject of the first conjunct. Because the two subjects are now anaphorically related, they cannot be interpreted contrastively. Hence, the coherence relation expressed by the second sentence cannot be a Resemblance relation.
4
A third argument in favor of the assumption that Resemblance relations are characterized by the presence of contrastive topics is Krifka's (1999) conclusion that stressed postposed additive focus particles associate with a contrastive topic. Here we have an explanation for why too is an indicator of a Resemblance relation. Recall that Kehler has to stipulate that the presence of too marks a Resemblance relation. However, too is an additive focus particle and as such requires association with the contrastive topic of the clause in which it occurs. Because
Resemblance relations require the topic to be contrastive, this explains why the presence of too signals a Resemblance relation. Independent but related evidence for the assumption that the two conjuncts in a Resemblance relation both contribute to the topic comes from an investigation by Saebø (this issue) of the role of the additive particles too and again. To account for the fact that an additive particle is sometimes necessary to yield an incoherent passage coherent, Saebø argues that the topic of a sentence with too or again must be the sum of the associate of the particle and its alternative. In coordinate constructions, the alternative is always provided by the other conjunct. Hence, the topic of coordinate constructions with too and again must be constructed on the basis of both conjuncts.
Because the three characteristics discussed here do not hold for Cause-Effect relations, Cause-Effect relations must involve a non-contrastive topic. In sections 7 and 8, additional evidence is provided for the assumption that the relevant distinction between Resemblance relations and Cause-Effect relations concerns the construction of the topic. First, however, I will present a brief sketch of how an OT account of coherence resolution might look like.
6. An optimization approach to coherence resolution 4 One of the reviewers pointed out that there are cases of Resemblance that do not seem to involve contrastive topics: (i) Susan supports Paul, and she likes him, too. But note that the additive particle is obligatory here. The verb likes, with which the additive particle associates, is a contrastive focus rather than a contrastive topic. Contrastive focus must be distinguished from normal sentence focus and is due to, e.g., focus-sensitive operators. As Saebø (this issue) points out, a topic and a focus will amount to basically the same as regards contrast, both presupposing a set of alternatives. Therefore, the two conjuncts of sentence (i) are felicitous answers to the same implicit question What is Susan's relation to Paul? Lascarides and Asher (1993) show that when there is a conflict between a narrative interpretation and a causal interpretation, the causal interpretation takes precedence over the narrative interpretation. They explain this by the laws of non-monotonic logic. Conflict between defeasible rules is resolvable in non-monotonic logic if one is more specific than the other. Because their Causal Law is more specific than their discourse relation of Narration, the Causal Law wins. In an OT framework, the same effect can be obtained by assuming that the constraint favoring a causal interpretation is stronger than the constraint favoring a narrative interpretation. As a first approximation, let us formulate these constraints as follows: (15) Cause-Effect(α,β). The event described in α must stand in a causal relation to the event described in β.
(16) Contiguity(α,β). The event described in α must stand in a temporal relation to the event described in β.
Note that these constraints are formulated as general as possible. There is no need to formulate one of the constraints as more specific than the other, since OT resolves conflicts between constraints through the hierarchical ordering of the constraints.
If the constraint Cause-Effect(α,β)
is stronger than the constraint Contiguity(α,β), we expect conflicts to be resolved in favor of
Cause-Effect(α,β). Alternatively, if there is no conflict between these two constraints and if there
is no information available which is in conflict with either of these constraints, the result is a passage which is predicted to have a causal as well as a narrative reading.
Given these two constraints, how should the constraint with respect to the relation of silently sit you at table and look out the window "Silently you sit at the table and look out of the window"
Besides the subject gap in the second conjunct, this construction is characterized by a fronted constituent in the first conjunct. As a result of this fronting, the subject of the first conjunct follows rather than precedes the finite verb. SGF-coordination forms a major challenge for the syntactic analysis of coordination. It does not seem possible to analyze this construction using the standard mechanisms for coordination. An analysis of this construction as involving symmetric coordination of like categories seems impossible because the first conjunct is a complete clause, whereas the second conjunct still requires a subject. Because the subject of the first conjunct appears inside the first conjunct, it is not clear how the meaning of the subject distributes over both conjuncts. In general, only peripheral material can distribute over all conjuncts. Proposed solutions to this problem involve resorting to asymmetric coordination (e.g., Wunderlich, 1988; Heycock and Kroch, 1994) or introducing certain non-word order preserving mechanisms into the grammar (e.g., Steedman, 1990; Kathol, 1999) . Sturm (1995a,b) convincingly shows that the subject gap in the second conjunct in SGF-coordination must be located to the left of the verb.
One of his arguments is the observation that the verb in the second conjunct has the morphology of a non-inverted verb (e.g., kijkt rather than kijk in (18)), which requires the subject to the left.
Another argument is the fact that no fronted element can appear to the left of the verb.
As the following sentences show, SGF-coordination cannot be cataphoric (19), and only a referent from the immediate clause can serve as the antecedent (20) silently sit you at table. it becomes dark and look out the window Given these properties, subject deletion in Dutch appears to be a process of ellipsis rather than anaphora, in Kehler's terms. Zwart (1996: p.265) points out another similarity between SFGdeletion and gapping. A gapped verb does not have to agree in number with its antecedent.
Similarly, in SFG-deletion, the missing element does not have to be morphologically identical to it antecedent:
(21) Toen kwam er opeens een jager aan en Ø schoot het haasje dood. [Ø = die/*een jager]
then came there suddenly a hunter on and shot that-one/a hunter shot the hare dead "Then suddenly a hunter arrived and he shot the hare"
This suggests that SGF-coordination and gapping are similar processes which should receive a similar treatment. However, in the next section I will show that, whereas gapping is only felicitous with Resemblance relations, SGF-coordination is only felicitous with Cause-Effect and Contiguity relations. This provides another argument against Kehler's explanation for the puzzle of the missing reading of (2), since Kehler assumes elided material to be recoverable only under a
Resemblance relation. Moreover, I will show that the notion of topic plays a crucial role in SGFconstructions, thus yielding additional evidence for the view that the way in which coherence relations construct the topic restricts the types of ellipsis they can occur with.
Predictions of the analysis
Although it seems clear that in SGF-coordination a subject is omitted from the left of the verb in the second conjunct, the exact conditions under which the subject may be omitted are far from clear. According to van Zonneveld (1992) , only entities that have been introduced in the context can serve as the subject in these constructions. In other words, only topics can serve as the subject here. For example, if the subject is the indefinite NP niemand ('noone'), or the indefinite NP een man ('a man') under a weak, non-referential reading, SGF-coordination is impossible: silently sit noone/some man at table and look out the window
The obvious explanation for the unacceptability of (22) is that indefinite NPs such as noone and some man do not like to serve as the topic. In fact, all acceptable cases of SGF-coordination presented by Sturm (1995a,b) and van Zonneveld (1992 van Zonneveld ( , 1996 involve definite subjects. This suggests that subject deletion in SGF-coordination is in fact topic deletion. 6 There is a clear contrast between (22) and (23), which contains a definite NP:
5 In exceptional cases, indefinite NPs can appear as the subject of an SGF-construction. But this is only possible if the NP carries a strong reading. This is in accordance with the observation that indefinite NPs that are interpreted as specific or generic (i.e., carry a strong reading) can act as topics. For this reason, indefinite NPs such as een man ('some man'), drie mannen ('three men') and veel mannen ('many men') are impossible as the subject of an SGF-construction under a weak, non-referential, reading but can occur under a strong, referential, reading. Sentence (21) is acceptable because, in Dutch, a strong reading is possible (although not preferred) for the subject in an existential er-sentence (de Hoop, 1992) . 6 Kathol (1999: p. 318) claims that NPs such as niemand ('noone') are possible subjects in SGFcoordination in German. This then seems to be a difference between German and Dutch. Heycock collective reading associated with it: they express a single event, in which John went to the store and bought something. This contrasts with the ambiguity of the corresponding declarative sentence, for which also a (less salient) distributive reading is available according to which there are two independent events, an event of going to the store and an event of buying something. As
Frank (2002) observes, SGF-coordination also expresses a single, complex event or situation.
This suggests that violations of the CSC by wh-movement and violations by SGF-coordination must receive a similar explanation. In fact, a non-across-the-board movement analysis of SGFcoordination in German was recently proposed by Johnson (2002) . The results in this section support such an approach.
To sum, the above discussion provides us with another argument that the notion of topic, and the way the topic is constructed, is crucial in distinguishing Resemblance relations from Cause-Effect relations and Contiguity relations. Because SGF-constructions are characterized by topic deletion from the second conjunct, these constructions cannot involve contrastive topics.
My analysis correctly predicts that SGF-constructions do not occur with Resemblance relations.
Conclusion
Ellipsis resolution processes are known to interact with the inference processes underlying the establishment of coherence relations in discourse. In this paper it was argued (contra Kehler, 1996 Kehler, , 2000 Kehler, , 2002 that the reason why certain ellipsis processes only cooccur with certain types of coherence relations does not lie in the (im)possibility to reconstruct the missing material.
Rather, ellipsis processes differ in their relation to the topic. The way in which different coherence relations construct their topic (i.e., as a contrastive topic or as a non-contrastive topic) restricts the types of ellipsis they can occur with. This conclusion is supported by observed differences between gapping and subject deletion in Dutch SGF-constructions. A brief sketch was offered of an approach to coherence resolution within the framework of Optimality Theory. This sketch suggests that parallelism might be an epiphenomenon related to the construction of a contrastive topic, rather than the explicit effect of a particular coherence relation.
